PREFACE
Professor Hofstee has coUected together, in compact and highly readable form, some of the most important conclusions so far reached in the study of selective aspects of internal and external migration. Of still greater value, however, than this summary of findings, and more stimulating to those of us who are directly concerned with demographic research, are Professor Hofstee's comments on the undocumented hypotheses with which the literature of migration abounds, and his suggestions concerning the kinds of questions to which objective answers are needed if effective progress is to be made in this branch of social studies.
The study of migration has had a curiously unsatisfactory history. Statistics of migration developed as by-products of governmental policy and, even so, with scant regard to those questions on which light needed to be thrown if policy was to have a sound basis. And as, for long periods, internal movement was not considered a fit subject for policy, the statistics in that field tended to be even less useful. In many countries, net balances of movement by major administrative areas were the only indicators that could be obtained. No less important, however, as an explanation of the unsatisfactory state of the subject is the fact that so much of non-governmental research has been piece-meal and un-coordinated -often of considerable interest in itself but, as is the case with sociology in general, not building up into a systematic structure. Surveying, in 1938, European and American research on internal migration, Professor Dorothy Thomas and her colleagues found few studies that seemed to offer a basis for future research 1 ). Nor has subsequent research contributed greatly to the development of the subject as an entity. Once again, there have been a few exciting studies. But examination of progress since 1938 has led Professor Thomas to state that VI PREFACE "although more than 1000 new items have been inventoried for the revised bulletin, few of them fulfil the hope expressed in 1938 that research on differential migration would be furthered if investigators were willing to 'repeat, extend and improve the few vaM experiments' that had been made. In 1952, as in 1938, much of the recent empirical research on migration differentials seems 'trivial and inept '". l There have, nevertheless, been some developments which offer better prospects for research in the future. Since the War, national and international agencies have shown an increased interest in the provision of suitable basic data. The Population Commission of the United Nations has made a number of recommendations for extending the scope and increasing the comparability of statistics on external migration, while the U.N. Population Division has, as part of its programme of work, a series of studies on the character and consequences of external migration. In some countries, new types of questions, dealing specifically with internal migration, have been included in the national censuses, while the much wider application of sampling techniques has, in others, made possible the continuous collection of inter-censal data on internal movement 2 . On the qualitative side, stimulus and direction have been given by the series of studies initiated by UNESCO, in co-operation with the International Union for the Scientific Study of Population, on the problems of assimilation of immigrants. It is just because new data are becoming available and fresh research is being considered, that Professor Hofstee's contribution is especially timely. Perhaps it is not too much to hope that Some remarks on SelecUve Migration may play its part in turning research workers away from the "trivial and inept" and in promoting a new co-ordination of migration studies.
D. V. GLASS Professor of Sociology, University of London

SOME REMARKS ON SELECTIVE MIGRATION
The sizable overseas emigration from the Netherlands since the end of the Second World War 1 and the general expectation that emigration will continue to be important during the immediate future have renewed this country's interest in the question of whether or not such a migration is selective. What is meant is not primarily selection by age, sex, and so forth, but rather the possible selection by the personal qualities of the individuals in the population, the mental attributes based at least partly on hereditary predisposition. During the past few years,' this old problem has been animatedly discussed in many newspaper and magazine articles in the Netherlands, and more often than not the question has been answered affirmatively: as convinced as the Dutch people are that a large part of the natural increase in the Netherlands must be counterbalanced by emigration, they are usually just as convinced that this emigration results in a qualitative loss to the country.
To date, Dutch social scientists have contributed little to the renewed discussion of this problem. lts reappearance was perhaps a bit unexpected: af ter the considerable attention given to the problem of selection while the social sciences were developing in the Netherlands, during the past twenty years hardly anyone has concerned himself with it.
a There are, in f act, no important 1 As is always the case with matters attraoting public attention, there is a tendency in the Netherlands to overestimate the quantitative importance of overseas migration. If the movement to and from Indonesia is omitted, in 1950 41,071 persons emigrated and 13,480 immigrated, so that the population of the Netherlands decreased by only 27,591 as a result of migration, as compared with a natural increase of about 154,000. If Indonesia is included, the emigration of 50,697 in 1950 must be compared with an immigration of 70,602, so that there was a sizable net immigration. recent publications in this field. Perhaps this paper can contribute something to the serious discussion of the problem and start research in this field again in the Netherlands. From both a scientific and a practical point of view, such research could be interesting -from the scientific point of view, because the present large emigration from the Netherlands offers a favorable opportunity for well founded studies; from the practical point of view, because a good insight into the selective process in migration, if any, and into the circumstances leading to it, can guidepolicy.
The earlier Dutch investigators concerned with the problem of migratory selection were in general 1 convinced that migration does lead to selection, and that migrants are more valuable elements than the average of the group from which they come. Steinmetz, the unchallenged leader of social sciences in the Netherlands of that time, expressed this point of view on several occasions, both orally and in writing, 2 while several of his pupils also stressed selective migration to explain certain social phenomena.
3 In this, the Dutch sociographers and sociologists of that period certainly did not stand alone; not only the "anthropo-sociologists", like Ammon, Hansen and Lapouge but a large part, probably the majority, of the international sociological world shared this attitude. 4 Insofar as this was not a matter of opinion derived from general philosophical concepts, this point of view was based, in the first place, on the results of direct comparative measurements of migrants and non-migrants and, secondly, on investigations of the social achievements by various groups of migrants. (Groningen, 1930), 284-285. 8 It should be noted that the research of one of his pupils (J. van Hinte, Nederlanders in Amerika, Groningen, 1928) in particular made Steinmetz doubt the correctness of the idea that the desirable qualities to be observed among various groups of colonists should be largely attributed to migratory selection. Cf. his article: "Veranderingen bij de Nederlandse landverhuizers in Amerika", op. cit., Vol. III, 286 ff. The hypothesis offered there concerning a possible psychic mutation is not very convincing. 4 It is typical, for instance, that Ter Veen simply takes it for granted that migration is selective. H. N. ter Veen, De Haarlemmermeer als Kolonisatiegebied (Groningen, 1925), p. 108. If the craniometry of the "anthropo-sociologists" is not taken into consideration, however, there was certainly little concrete material concerning international migration then to support the. first of these two points. Comparative measurements of the qualities of migrants and non-migrants had seldom been made on a mass scale. The only important data available in the middle 1920's were the results of the intelligence tests given American army; recruits during the First World War. To the extent that this test permits conclusions regarding European migrants to the United States, its results in general certainly do not favor them. It goes without saying, however, that these data can hardly answer the question whether migration was accompanied by selection as here defined, since no comparison was available with the non-migrants in the various countries of origin. Moreover, this test was surely not "milieu-free", and thus it presumably gave too unfavorable a picture of those migrants who were in the United States for only a short time.
1 A disadvantage of these tests as well as of practically all measurements of migrants' qualities -and this is true also of the data, discussed later in this paper -is of course that they are all more or less limited to intelligence or attributes closely associated with it, such as school marks and the like. However important intelligence may be, an individual's social worth, according to whatever standards it is measured, is only partly fixed by intelligence. No matter what one considers as socially valuable --and the judgement concerning this will of course always be subjective -other qualities as well as intelligence will always be important.
Our knowledge of the qualities of the overseas migrants based on comparative measurements has changed but little since the 1920's. It is true that over the years there was much research in the United States comparmg the intellectual capacities of immigrants from various countries, but even apart from the fact that for our purposes, as has been noted, these studies were made at the wrong end, the final results give us little to go by. "The problem of the relative capacity for intelligence of the various foreign stocksin this,country remains involyed", Lorimer 4 SOME REMARKS ON SELECTIVE MIGRATION and Osborn 1 conclude. So far as I have been able to determine, there has been little meaningful research in other immigration countries or in the emigration countries, so that few data based on direct measurements remain to be noted concerning the selective effect of overseas migration. This does not mean, however, that migration research in general has not improved sufficiently to have increased our knowledge in this respect. On the contrary, during the last decades, particularly in the United States, many studies have been made to determine the attributes i selected in internal migration.
2 It seems to me, however, that the inferences to be drawn from these studies concerning the process of selection in migration are of some importance in analyzing not only internal but also overseas migration. While a definite conclusion concerning the latter will of course not be possible, in my opinion these, studies can indicate what trends we may expect from future research.
At first sight, almost all American studies seem to confirm the old theory that it is the best who feel the urge to leave and who do migrate. At least if intelligence is taken as the Standardand, as has been noted, almost all investigators try to measure this in one way or another -it seems that, from the point of view of the original group, migration almost always results in a negative selection and so presumably has a dysgenetic effect. The most recent data in the Netherlands also apparently tend in this direction. The preliminary statistical analysis of the tests given to Dutch recruits since the Second World War in general indicates that the towns -which-are, of course, generally centers of immigration -have a considerably higher level of intelligence than the countryside. 8 Only an occasional study tends in another direction -such as that of Klineberg, 4 who found nothing to indicate that the American Negroes migrating SOME REMAEKS ON SELECTIVE MIGRATION 5 from the South to the North were selected with respect to intelligence.
A closer analysis of the results of the various studies, however, shows that this conclusion is incorrect, or at least incomplete. The interest both in the United States 1 and in Europe has been primarily in whether or not migration from country to town has been selective, so that little attention has been paid to the migration process as a whole. If, whenever the data permit, one also considers migration not directed to the towns, the result is different.
Gee and Runk 2 concluded from a study in Virginia that as a group, the le&st intelligent were the most mobile, even though those who migrated to the cities were above the average. Migrants to other rural districts had a lower average than the population of their original residence.
Amy A. Gessner 3 concluded from a study in Belleville (N.Y.) that those who leave the district are subject to a second selection on the basis of their destination; the migrants who remain in the country are hardly better than non-migrants, while those who move to town are much above the average.
• From a study of farmers' children in two Kentucky counties Beers concluded that on the average the children who had left their parents' farms were not better educated as the group of children as a whole, but those who had moved to town had an education considerably above the average. In one of the two counties the mean education of those who went over to the rural non-farm group was above the average, while in the other county this was not the case. * Here, too, the migrants did not form a homogeneous unit but feil into groups with different qualities.
1 Already in 1917, the well known American sociologist of the older generation, A. E. Ross, wrote a somewhat alarming article about the selection in migration to the town. Cf. also his Principles of Sociology (Third Edition; New York; 1938) According to another investigation in Kentucky, x in which the relation between migration and various other social phenomena was studied, migration had the highest correlation with education and with income. Among those with more education, the rate of migration was higher, while -migration was lower among those with a higher income. Howevër, since there was the usual positive correlation between income and level of education, apparently these two factors, working independently of one another, acted on two different groups of migrants; and it can be assumed -although this was not investigated separately in this study •-that most of those who left for the towns, were better educated.
Hobbs 2 investigated migration in one of America's "depressed areas", the anthracite district of northeast Pennsylvania. He concluded that there was hardly any difference in education between migrants as a group and non-migrants, but that migrants who left the anthracite district, nearly all of them for large towns, were considerably better educated than the nonmigrants.
Sanford 3 studied the migration in a rural community in Alabama and reached conclusions tending to confirm the second of the abovementioned Kentucky studies. Relatively, the community's labor force lost many of the best qualified and of the least qualified, leaving mainly the middle range. Those the community received as immigrants were also principally of medium quality. As a whole, the community lost by the migration. k This survey of various American studies, each of which in one way or another reports on the elements that can be distinguished in certain groups of migrants, is of course incomplete; and in a certain sense the choice is even arbitrary. The results, however, all tend towards the same conclusion, which has not been contradicted by any other study with which I am familiar, namely, that migration as such is not necessarily selective with respect to intelligence and education. Sometimes the group of migrants was formed according to a positive selection, sometimes not. Migration from country to töwn does generally seem to follow such a selection, while migration within the countryside does not.
• • * • How are these differences among the various groups of migrants to be understood? They become clearer, in my opinion, if one takes as a general hypothesis, not that the more intelligent or better educated per se are more inclined to migrate, but rather that the circumstances are such that they more of ten have a motive to migrate than those with less intelligence or education. The migration process as a whole must be seen as that redistribution of individuals permitting them, on the basis of their abilities and" knowledge, the supposedly best opportunities. In general, one does not move because one wants to move, but because one sees better opportunities elsewhere. Thus, who will migrate to a certain place depends on the specific opportunities that it offers. If there aré good possibilities in one locality for those of relatively high intelligence or good education, then migrants to it will be positively selected; if another place offers especially good opportunities for unskilled laborers, then the reverse will,be the case.
It is an empirical f act confirmed by various studies 1 that a relatively high percentage of the most intelligent children and of those with the highest marks in school get into the intellectual and semi-intellectual, or "higher" occupations, even if one considers the selection in this respect as still insufficiënt. This tendency is also to be observed among children in the country. The countryside, however, offers few opportunities for such occupations, contrary to the towns and cities, with their higher concentration of intellectual and higher occupations. This, in my opinion, is the primary cause of the f act that migrants from country to town are positively selected with respect to intelli-gence and intellectual achievements. Urbanization is, in fact, an occupational selection, a selection resulting from the relatively high demand for highly qualified work in the towns. If the demand changes, the selection also changes. The Negroes of Klineberg's study, who migrated in response to the good opportunities for unskilled laborers in the North, were not positively selected. Country people who migrate to another rural area react not to a demand for very intelligent persons but to opportunities to earn a living in agriculture, and so they also do not form a positive selection. The immigrants to the Alabama community studied by Sanford were not positively selected, since it offered few or no opportunities in the higher occupations. The results of all the studies surveyed above can easily be explained once the notion is abandoned that a selection with respect to intelligence is inherent in migration as such.
We do not want to say, however, that migration as such is never selective to some degree or in any of its aspects. The data avaüable refer only to intelligence, or in part to a more genera! ability to fill certain social functions, so that they do not permit general conclusions. There are indications, however, that although migrants do not deviate from the average in their intelligence, they are not a typical sample in all respects. Thus, as I remarked concerning the results of a restricted rural study, the propensity to migrate is strongest among those who deviate from the norm of the area, even if sometimes only in external, physical characteristics. Just because they are "different," they feel less at home in a rural community striving for uniformity, and thus they leave. In that case, too, as I tried to show, the more talented do not have a special tendency to migrate.
1
Observations on migratory selection have usually been concentrated, however, on this general giftedness and in particular on intelligence. Concerning this, we can conclude that apparently migration does not result in a direct selection, and that whether there is an indirect selection depends on the circumstances.
In this connection, it is interesting to recall Stouffer's theory of "intervening opportunities." 2 According to this theory, the number of persons that migrate from A to B is directly propor-tional to the number of opportunities offered migrants in B and inversely proportional to the number of opportunities between A and B. Stouffer tested this hypothesis in one example, and later Margaret Bright and Dorothy Swaine Thomas 1 tested it concerning interstate migration as in the United States indicated in census data.
a In both cases, Stouffer's theory, which can be expressed in a simple mathematical formula, seemed to hold good. Strictly interpreted, Stouffer's theory does not allow for an inherent urge to migrate, whether strong or slight, among persons of a certain temperament, and thus also,. not for a selection resulting from such differences in the propensity to migrate. Whether persons migrate or not is decided solely by the spatial distribution of satisfactory opportunities for individuals, viewed with respect to their innate or their acquired characteristics. If there are satisfactory opportunities in one's place of birth, one does not migrate; if there are none, then one seeks them elsewhere. If there are opportunities close by, one migrates only a short distance; if one finds nothing there, then one moves further away.
It would be too facile to assume that Stouffer's theory, however attractive its simplicity makes it, really completely covers all aspects of the migration process; migration is too complex for that. Empirical evidence tends to show, however, that the spatial distribution of opportunities is by far the most important factor in determining not only the amount of migration but also migratory selection, if any. In my opinion, the concept "opportunities" as used here must not be interpreted only as economie opportunities but rather as the more general chances to develop one's personality and to find the necessary social recognition for it. It need hardly be said that opportunities elsewhere are relevant to the potential migrant only if he knows of them and that, though in the long run real opportunities are decisive, for any one potential migrant supposed opportunities are as significant as real ones. On closer examination, the Dutch data -and particularly the results of the postwar army tests -point in the same direction 1 as the American studies. Well known immigration areas do not have a uniformly higher average. In general, as has been noted, towns and cities have a higher level of intelligence than the countryside, but there are relatively large differences within each category. Towns that, because of the nature of their economie structure, offer more job openings for unskilled or semi-skilled, show lower averages than towns with a more "intellectual" structure, which tend more to select their immigrants according to their intelligence. Thus, Amsterdam and The Hague have higher ratings than Rotterdam. In Twente (eastern Overijssel), the textile towns Almelo and Enschede do not rise much above the countryside, while the steel town Hengelo, which demands more intelligent and skilied personnel, has a higher rating. Eindhoven, the site of the Philips factories, has a relatively high rating, but that of the mining district is only moderately high. Rural districts that were recently colonized do not have strikingly better ratings than their environs. Peat colonies, which have been reclaimed up from the I7th to the 20th century, have very low ratings, particularly those in Drente. Notwithstanding the migration of commuters with higher urban occupations to Badhoevedorp and other towns, the rating of the Haarlemmermeer polder (reclaimed in 1852) does not compare favorably with that of its environs. Although the settlers of the Wieringermeer polder (reclaimed in 1930) were specially selected, and although in comparison with other clay-soil agricultural areas the polder still has a shortage of farmhands (who, as a rule, have a low rating), the figure for the polder is about the same as the average for such an area as northern Groningen.
• The Dutch data also clearly show that, to the extent that migration is selective with respect to intelligence, this is not the consequence of migration as such but rather primarily of an occupational selection. The Dutch countryside also tends to expel an important part of its most intelligent inhabitants, but, here too, not because they are intelligent but because they tend to get into typically urban occupations. In the Dutch countryside, 1 See footnote 3, p. 4. For the districts and towns mentioned here, see Figure I p. 10. as is generally the case elsewhere, the parents of children with the best marks in school, often at the suggestion of their teachers, try to have them continue their education, which means that in most cases the countryside will eventually lose them.
x The less intelligent also move away -for example, the many who leave to find work as unskilled laborers. But each prospective migrant moves or not depending on hisownspecificopportunities, and the types of skill among those migrating to any place will depend on the types of openings there.
As has been pointed out, there is of course no certainty that the conclusions that can be drawn with respect to internal migration also apply to overseas migration. It seems to me, however, that the hypothesis presented above -that the spatial distribution of opportunities and not the character structure of the individual migrant is of decisive importance in migrationis in all probability relevant. This is clearly indicated by the fact that in the past, as still today, agriculturists have always formed so large a proportion of migrants. If intelligence, an enterprising spirit, the desire for adventure, and similar qualities often said to be associated with the propensity to emigrate really influenced it decisively, it would be difficult to understand why the rural population -prudent, more bound by tradition, certainly not above the rest of the population in intelligenceshould be so heavily represented among migrants.
The rural residents' reason for emigrating was undoubtedly the lack of opportunities in the old country. The disparity between the rapid natural increase, on the one hand, and the impossibihty of extending the cultivated area, on the other hand, forced a large part of the rural population to look for opportunities elsewhere. Internal migration to the cities was not very attractive, particularly to those who were no longer young. Trained only in agriculture, they could get no job in the city other than as unskilled workers, which was poorly paid and of low social esteem; and they found the way of life of the city SOME REMARKS ON SEUECTIVE MIGRATION strange and were often hostile to it. To move to a new country, where the reserve of arable land would make it possible for them to continue working in agriculture without being restricted to a small holding, must have appeared very attractive to them, especially since in general thèy had only a vague notion of the spiritual and material difficulties associated with assimilation in the new country; ' Thus if we can assume that international migration, also, is not directly selective with respect to intelligence, and that whatever indirect selection there may be depends on the comparative opportunities in the Netherlands and overseas, then there is apparently little reason to suppose that emigration, as it has developed in the Netherlands since the end of the war, will entail a sizable loss of intelligent persons. At present (and as nearly as we can teil this will continue in the immediate future), there are three groups in this country for whom the lack of opportunities here makes emigration attractive -agriculturists, unskilled laborers, and some of the semi-intellectuals. There is still a surplus of farmhands in certain parts of the country, but before long this can be expected to change over into a shortage.
1 Then the surplus rural population will be limited almost entirely to the family farms on the sandy soil, particularly the somewhat larger farms, whose owners are inclined to keep at home more of their sons than will later be able to establish themselves as independent farmers.
2 Since it isdifficult for those sons, once they have reached maturity, to find a satisfactory place for themselves outside agriculture, emigration is the obvious solution for them.
As for workers outside agriculture, it is to be expected that in the future, as in the past, skilied workers will be able to make a good living in the Netherlands; thus, for example, the number of jobs for metal workers doubledbetween 1930 and 1950. 3 Consequently, skilled laborers will in general have little reason to emigrate; for them/ there are too many "intervening opportunities". There ió, however, a more or les permanent surplus of unskiUed laborers, and whenever they are given a better opportuhity abroad, they are likely to emigrate in relatively large numbers. As for the higher occupations, persons with scientific training and the middle range of technicians can be expected tobe fully employed at home, though it may be that some agronomists will seek their livelihoöd abroad. Capable business owners and managers will also in genera! find good opportunities in the Netherlands; but in view of the very extensive economie relations that the Netherlands has with other countries, it can be expected that a sizable number of executiye employees of Dutch. concerns will live abroad for a certain period. The wide appeal that white-collar jobs still have in the Netherlands has resulted in an almost permanent surplus in some semiintellectual occupations, particularly among commercial and office personnel. The propensity to emigrate among persons in such occupations, however, is very much checked by the f act that, because of language difficulties arid the non-recognition of Dutch diplomas in other countries, they find it difficult to get suitable positions abroad., Although migration and labor force statistics can be compared only with some difficulty, such/ a comparison warrants the conclusion that migration through 1950 foliowed the trends to be expected from the points made in this paper. * "Employees, 16 SOME REMARKS ON SELECTIVE MIGRATION officials, and professionals," which include intellectual, semiintellectual, and a portion of the other higher occupations, have made up a rather high percentage, about 30 percent, of the occupied persons emigrating overseas (omitting emigration to Indonesia, Surinam, and the Netherlands Antilies), while they form only about 20 percent of the Dutch labor force. Many of these persons, however, are not true emigrants but rather representatives of Dutch business, as is indicated by the especially high percentage (60 percent and more) of them emigrating to such countries as Asia excluding Indonesia and Latin America, which cannot be considered typical immigration countries for the Netherlands. The percentage of this group going to the actual immigration countries is much smaller. Even emigration to the United States, in spite of the large number who go there in connection with Dutch-American economie relations or with United Nations activities, includes only about 30 percent of this occupational group. It makes up about 25 percent of the emigrants to Australia, and not even 20 percent of those to Canada. That a propensity to emigrate exists among "employees and officials" is apparent, however, from the f act that they make up a much higher proportion, a good 50 percent, of the emigrants to South Africa, where language difficulties are less of a factor. Taken as a whole, actual postwar emigration, which in large part has been to Canada and Australia, has not in my opinion included an abnormally large proportion of intellectuals and semi-intellectuals; and in spite of the strong propensity to emigrate among a portion of the semi-intellectuals, the movement of this group is likely to remain relatively small, because of language difficulties and professional barriers.
The number of business owners and managers emigrating is comparatively small, which indicates that those able to earn a fair living here have little inclination to move away. If officials, employees, and business owners and managers are taken together as the "higher occupations", then the percentage that this group forms of the total number of occupied emigrants is a little lower than its percentage of the Dutch labor force. Correlatively, workers, who make up about 50 percent of the Dutch labor force, are more heavily represented among overseas migrants. This is particularly so of migrants to the typical immigration countries, Canada and Australia. As is well known, emigration to Australia in particular has included a high proportion of unskilled laborers.
If emigrants are divided into agriculturists and non-agriculturists, it appears that agriculturists are more heavily represented among emigrants than in the Dutch labor force. This is particularly so of emigrants to Canada.
It can be assumed that employees, officials, and professionals as a group have a higher average intelligence than the Dutch people as a whole. Presumably business owners and managers are also above the average. Workers, particularly unskilled workers, to the extent that their relative position can be determined, are below the national average, and the agriculturists are also on the low side. * As I have tried to show, there is no reason to assume from the research to date that migrants come primarily from those occupational groups with the highest average intelligence. Thus, in my opinion, there is no justified basis for the opinion that the sizable postwar emigration from the Netherlands has occasioned a relatively large loss of intelligent persons.
The direct comparative measurements of migrants and nonmigrants, as has been noted, have not as yet yielded any significant findings as to a relation between migration and selection with respect to any socially desirable qualities other than those correlated with intelligence. This does not mean that there is no such relation, but it certainly does not mean that there is. Since intelligence tests have shown that migration is probably not directly selective with respect to this quality, 1 Naturally, the validity of this opinion about the intelligence of the various occupational groups depends on what value one attaches to the usual tests used to compare intelligence. A test really entirely free of environmental influences must be regarded as an unattainable ideal, and sociologists have always pointed out the dangers of using these tests in comparative studies of groups that grew up in markedly different surroundings. So, for example, American rural sociologists have always had important reservations with respect to the relatively low score that a rural population nearly always has in intelligence tests. In my opinion, however, if modern test methods are used it would be difficult to maintain that the differences noted can be ascribed entirely to environmental factors. Cf. inter al. Charles W. Nelson, "Testing the Influence of Rural and Urban Environment on A.CE. Intelligence Test Scores", American Sociological Review, Vol. VII (1942), 743 ff., and Mapheus Smith, "University Student Intelligence and Occupation of Father", American Sociological Review, Vol. VII (1942), 743 ff. However, cf. also T. Lynn Smith, op. cit., pp. 365-368. 18 SOME EEMARKS ON SELECTIVE MIGRATION the general conclusion must be that up to the present time direct measurements have not clearly indicated that migration is directly selective by socially desirable qualities in general.
, But do not the social achievements of various migrant groups indicate a selection with respect to qualities that made it possible for migrants to develop more fully than the groups from which they came? More than the direct measurement of migrants' qualities, these successful migrant groups have formed the polemical base of those in the Netherlands and abroad who have defended the theory of selective migration.
In the first place, as I have pointed out elsewhere, not all migrant groups by far have been remarkably successful in their new homeland.
x The clearest example of this is the population of South America, whose achievements, whether in the economie or in any other sphere of life, have not been noteworthy. In the Netherlands, too, one can find migrant groups whose social accomplishments are not distinguished in any way.
On the other hand, it cannot be denied that migration, both interna! and international, has often had a particularly happy result. Of süch cases of internal migration in the Netherlands, the settlement of the Haarlemmermeer polder and of the peat colonies in Drente and Groningen, among others, can be cited. Do not such examples indicate that a special quality of person was culled by migratory selection, a type of person capable of special achievements?
This reasoning is too simple. The polemical force of these favorable examples remains only as long as one assumes that the achievements of these migrant groups are altogether, or at least primarily, the result of the personal qualities of the individual migrants, and so attaches little importance to the influence of the social-cultural relations in the group of which they are members, or to how their position in the group affects their actions, first in the emigration area and then in the new environment. In other words, this line of argument is valid only if one accepts the principle of the psychological school of sociologists, and especially of that brancb. of this school that attributes great importance to individual human traits and explains differences in social behavior by differences in the distribution of these traits in various groups. Now, it certainly would be incorrect to say that character traits, in the sense of the more or less permanent structure of the human personality, and the difference in the distribution of these traits in various groups, are not significant in explaining the typical behavior of these groups. On the other hand, it needs hardly be said that sociological research, particularly during the past decades, has made it more and more evident that both the social-cultural relations in a group and the place that an individual has in it have a decisive influence on his actions, including also his economie activities. Thus, if a migrant group shows a behavior pattern different from that of the parent group is not, in itself, an indication that selection has brought about a different distribution of character traits, not to mention hereditary differences.
As has been emphasized in research during the past decades, both in the United States and elsewhere, 1 the social-cultural relations consequent to migration and to the position that migrants take up in their new environment have of ten had an unfortunate influence on migrants' behavior. But under some circumstances, which I shall illustrate in what follows, migrants can also distinguish themselves positively.
In the first place, I would like to review briefly what I have said elsewhere concerning the influence exercized on migrants by the cultural ideal in their country of origin.
2 By cultural ideal I mean the whole of the concepts prevailing in a certain group concerning the correct spiritual and material life patterns. The feelings, thoughts, and aspirations associated with such a cultural ideal determine the behavior of individuals to a large degree. This is also true when a portion of the group leaves, and in particular when the migrants have an opportunity to realize their cultural ideal more or less independently in the new country.
In the country of origin, there are in principle two possibüities concerning the cultural ideal. It can remain more or less static during the period of migration, accepted by the whole of the group as right and thus undergoing little or no change. Under such circumstances, the migrant group will strive to establish a copy of the old country's culture in the new country, limiting changes in the main to the necessary adaptations to such external conditions as climate, etc. To a large degree, this describes the Spanish-Portuguese colonization of South America. The cultural ideal had been quite static in the Iberian countries for a long time, so that there was hardly any impulse to develop new life patterns in the South American countries. There are also colonies in the Netherlands, settled by persons from districts whose cultural ideal was static at the time of the migration, and these colonists also have not accomplished anything novel or striking.
When the parent group is clearly developing towards a new cultural ideal, however, the effect on migrants' behavior is quite different. Migrants will carry this new cultural ideal with them, and they will be able to realize it more quickly and in a purer form than was possible in the old country. For in the old country the realization of the new cultural ideal is hampered by laws, organizational patterns, morals, customs, community patterns, dwellings, business establishments, etc. -in short, by a material, institutional, and spiritual legacy from the past, in which the old cultural ideal persists. In the new country these hindrances will largely disappear, not because colonists are progressive by nature, but because the base of the old cultural pattern will have been lost and no one will want to recreate it. Thus, the new ideal will be able to grow quickly and without inhibitions, and the new country will be "ahead" of the old in its development.
In the old country, it often happens that the old cultural ideal will hamper the development of a new one so much that, before this has been fully realized, the influence of a still newer ideal is feit. Thus, the cultural ideal of an era often finds its purest expression in a colony. This is why so many of the colonies formed during the past centuries by the peoples of Northwest Europe, both within their countries and abroad, were so successful in the eyes of their contemporaries. For these colonies were established during the period of development of the new cultural ideal that, as regards its economie facet, is usually called capitalist and that, for convenience, we can designate by the more general term "modern." The migrants who first shaped American cultureEnglish, Scandinavian, Dutch, German -carried this modern cultural ideal with them to the new country, and realized it there in a stronger and purer form than in Europe itself. The first component of this ideal that comes to mind is America ? s Wirtschaftsgeist, which is, as Rühl 1 pointed out, essentially the same as in Europe -that is to say, capitalistic -but distinguished by its "reinere Auspragung und schar f er e Durchbü-dung." The same tendency is to be seen in other areas of American society. The principle that the three powers of government should be separate, to take a typical example, developed in Europe, but in spite of the revolutionary changes in the form of government effected in various West European countries during the Napoleonic period, it was never completely applied there, but found its purest expression in the American constitution, which was written during the same period. The same tendencies to beseen in America and other immigration countries on a grand scale can be found in -smaller size in various areas of internal colonization in the Netherlands, such as the Drente-Groningen peat colonies and the Haarlemmermeer polder. By this hypothesis one can understand why the inhabitants of the peat colonies, who according to various tests have a low average in intelligence, have nevertheless clearly risen above the surrounding areas, especially the Drente sand region, in the spirit of enterprise and the will to economie achievement. Here, too, the pervasive effect of the modern cultural ideal is to be seen also in other sectors of communal life.
If it is clear why, just because of the character of the socialcultural relations in the old country, under some circumstances the new country, judged by the criteria of the time, can forge ahead in certain respects, it is also necessary to keep in mind that the circumstances of the individual migrant often act as a stimulus for him to distinguish himself.
One of the interesting aspects of migration, and particularly of migration over a considerable distance, is that the social position of the migrant becomes more or less indefinite. He no longer feels a rung of the social ladder firmly under his feet but to one degree or another floats in the air. Especially one who is born and bred in a small town or in the countryside, so long as he remains in his place of birth, is pretty much nailed down to his place in the social scale. His personal achievements at any time can have only a slight influence on his place in society, which is determined primarily by his background. It depends in large part on his family's position in this region, perhaps for generations past, together with his own history from birth on. Permanent things are more important than temporary ones; property, whether his own or his family's, counts more than income, Outward behavior does not carry much weight, since everyone knows what stands behind it.
To rise in social position is very difficult, since for everyone an individual always remains "So and so's son" and "the boy who used to be this or that." On the other hand, if circumstances threaten to bring about a sharp fall in social position, suddenly everything is arranged to prevent too great a misfortune.
With migration, however, a large part of this background suddenly disappears. The migrant must and can show by his own personality and his own achievements what he is worth, where in society he belongs. Someone with a high position in the old environment will have to prove himself in the new one; someone with a modest place in the old society gets the chance to rise, unhampered by his environment. Just because he lacks this background, the migrant has to show by outward signs where his place in the social scale is. Income becomes very important to him, since it makes it possible for him to display the outward signs of the prosperity by which he is socially rated; he will have a tendency towards conspicuous consumption. He will be very active in business, not only in order to earn the high income he needs, but because this activity in itself will give him social prestige. His activity, however, will not be limited to business; he will strive for leading positions in other areas of communal life as well, positions that will give him prestige in his new environment. Everywhere he will try to become a leader -in fashionable society, in politics, in club life, in every other sphere of activity.
This fluid social prestige of the migrant, it seems to me, and the desire to cónsolidate it at as high a point as possible, are one of the principal causes of the extraordinary activity of migrants so often to be noted. Thousands have found overseas the chance to rise in social position that had been denied them at home, and, they have seized this opportunity with all their strength.
This change of attitude is of the utmost importance not only in international but also in internal migration. This, in my opinion, is an important reason why it is not primarily the old inhabitants who stand out as activists and pioneers, not only in business but in all facets of communal life, but the immigrants.* One condition, of course, is that the immigrant must be able to adapt himself to the new environment: if the cultural differrences between the old and the new environment are too large, it will be impossible for him really to assert himself in his new surroundings.
I am aware of the fact that I have mentioned only a few of the factors that can influence the way migrants behave in their new environment. Nonetheless this brief sketch may be sufficiënt to show that migrants' behavior can be understood without positing migratory selection with respect to individual character traits.
In general, my exposition of selective migration has had a rather negative slant. This does not mean that I believe that further research in this field woüld not be very desirable. Several of the generally accepted points concerning selective migration 24 SOME REMARKS ON SELECTIVE MIGRATION rest on a very narrow empirical base, and sometimes the necessary research is altogether lacking, so that we have to be content with a hypothesis. If indeed, there proves to be no direct relation between migration and selection, it cannot be denied that migration can be indirectly selective, and of this indirect relation we still know far too little. In view of the impprtance that migration will have for the Netherlands in the immediate future, further research is imperative, and Ihope that this paper will serve to give this research some directives. SOMMAIRE L'importante migration des Pays-Bas vers les territoires d'outre-mer qui s'est développée depuis la seconde guerre mondiale, a de nouveau soulevé, dans ce pays, des discussions sur Ie caractère sélectif d'une telle migration. Ce sont surtoüt les quotidiens et les périodiques populaires qui se sont occupés de la questioh a laquelle la réponse est en général positive.
Jusqu'ici la science néerlandaise n'a pas pris une part active a ces discussions. Durant les dernières decades, elle s'est a peu prés tue sur ce sujet, bien qu'au début du développement de cette nouvelle science, dont Ie coryphée était Ie professeur Steinmetz, il fut en général admis que les migrants doivent être considérés comme une selection positive de la population d'origine.
Il est désirable de nous pencher de nouveau sur cette question et cela pour deux raisons: d'une part, parce que l'importante émigration actuelle des Pays-Bas nous offre 1'occasion de procéder a des études approfondies, d'autre part, parce que les résultats de telles études peuvent revêtir une grande importance pour la politique pratique de la migration. La présente étude représente une première tentative pour une nouvelle orientation dans ce domaine.
Ceux, qui, il y a vingt a trente ans, soutenaient la these de la selection positive de la migration invoquaient en général deux arguments: en premier lieu, ils croyaient qu'une comparaison directe entre les facultés mentales des migrants et des non-migrants donnait un résultat en faveur du premier groupe;.
